William Sudbury, 55 ans & plus, but 13 at Ms father's death in 1348. >) Sir Guy Bryan, 60 anz & plus, but first armed in 1327, and already of füll age in 1330.
2 ) Sir John Massy of Tatton, described äs 50 years of age when testifying on behalf of Scrope, but äs 43 when testifying on behalf of Grosvenor.
)
Sir John Massy of Podyngton, described äs 30 years of age when testifying on behalf of Scrope, but äs 32 anz & pluys when testifying on behalf of Grosvenor.
Sir Lawrence de Dutton, described äs 50 years of age when testifying on behalf of Scrope, but äs 45 ans & pluys when testifying on behalf of Grosvenor.
Sir Ralph Vernon, described äs 50 years of age when examined on behalf of Scrope, but äs 46 anz & plus when examined on behalf of Grosvenor. volume. The book, however, was not completed, and we therefore lack biographies of 36 of the Scrope witnesses and of all the Grosvenor witnesses. The task of checking the ages of the Grosvenor witnesses would be a very arduous one, and is, I believe, unnecessary, for the Scrope witnesses (about 246 in number) are numerous enongh to serve äs a basis for valid inference. Moreover, the two classes of witnesses were examined by different persons, and, äs will be shown later, according to a different method, so that the two sets of depositions constitute two distinct bodies of material. *) Nicolas, 1.66; 11.218; the first reference being to the record of Sudbury's depositiou, the second to Nicolas's biographical notice, where reference is giveu to the Inquisition post mortem which furnishes the evidence äs to his age in 1348.
2 ) Nicolas, L 76; II. 245 f. This appears to be the person Morley calls "Sir George Bogan", for no person of the latter name testified in the controversy. Morley overstates the facts, however, in saying that the deponent was "over eighty"; Nicolas says only that he was "much nearer eighty" than sixty.
3 ) Nicolas, 1.79; 1.360. *) Nicolas, 1.80; 1.255. 6 2 ) It will be observed that these discrepancies are not all in the same direction, for the ages assigned to the Scrope witnesses in some cases exceed and in others fall short of the ages assigned to them in other contemporary documents.
3 ) Since the average excess is about four, and the average deficiency about eight years, it is clear that skepticism in regard to the value of this document s evidence of age has been well founded. And these inaccuracies become even more significant when we observe that, so far s the ages assigned to the Scrope witnesses can be checked with the material that is accessible, inaccuracy would appear to have been the rille rather than the exception. For, s compared with the twenty-three cases cited above, I find only fourteen cases in which the age set down in the roll agrees substantially with the age of the deponent s stated in other contemporary documents.
4 ) *) Nicolae, 1.190; Π. 450.
2 ) Nicolas, 1.194; II. 460. All of the depositions, on both sides, were made between 16 June, 1386, and 17 January, 1387. 8 ) Of course it is quite possible that in certain cases the Scrope-Grosvenor roll may be right and the other records wrong. But even when we have made due allowance for this possibility there remains such a large number of gross and palpable errors that we are not encouraged to accept the evidence of the depositions unless they can be corroborated by other evidence. Dict. Nat. Biog., XIX. 98). *) There are (approximately) 20, 24, and 33 persons who are set down äs 40, 50, and 60 years of age, respectively, whereas (to take the age of next greatest freojuency within these limits) there are ouly 7 persons who are said to be 54 years old. In this enumeration I have made no distinction between 40, etc., and 40 "et plus", etc. An examination of the examples of discrepancies given above shows that not much dependance is to be placed upon the presence or absence of "et plus" äs an indication that the age is given approximately or exactly.
2 ) In about 59 cases out of about 246 the ages of the Scrope witnesses is not stated, all of these omissions occurring among the depositions printed by Nicolas in I. 49-140. In many of these caees the roll omits also to state the number of years the deponent has borne arms, but where the age witness must have stated his age, with greater or less exactness, but if he did not, the person who recorded the testimony appears either to have ignored the matter of age, or eise to have estimated it roughly from the witness's appearance.
The description, "del age de xl ans et plus", therefore, can scareely be relied upon äs indicating anything more precise than that Chaucer was in 1386 between thirty-six and fiftytwo years of age, for it is important to observe that ten of the cases of discrepancy noted above occur in the depositions of witnesses examined by Sir John de Derwentwater, who examined Chaucer and all the persons whose testimony is printed by Nicolas in pages 160-218. Upon the most favourable estimate of its value the description cannot be depended upon äs giving us any limit more precise than an age between thirty-eight and forty-eight. Now if we had no other evidence for fixing the date of his birth, this would be considerably better than nothing. But we have evidence that enables us to place it within limits considerably more precise than those named above. We know that Chaucer bore arms in 1359 and that he carried letters for the earl of Ulster from Calais to England in October, 1360. evidence that enables us to fix the date much more precisely than we could do by means of the datum that the poet's age was "forty years and more" in 1386.
. The Date of Chancer's Marriage; the Date of bis Entrance itito the Royal Household. Koch wrote in 1890, with reference to this matter: "It is not quite impossible that Chaucer may have been married before that year [1374] ; but what attractions could the state of wedlock offer to a valet or squire, if we read in king Edward IFs Household and Wardrobe Ordinances that those young men had constantly to attend upon his Majesty, and were not allowed to keep their wives at court or following the court?"
1 ) The ordinance here referred to is asfollows:
And that none of the kinges meignee, of what condition soever he be, knight or clarke, serjant, esquier, charetter or sompter boy, page or sutor, keepe his wife at the court, nor els-where äs a folower of the court; but only such women to be there, which are in chief with the kinge, or such äs are intitled in the marshalsy in the Coroners roul, there to be imploied in certaine Offices.
2 )
But since Philippa Chaucer was one of the queen's damoiselles the prohibition does not apply to her and therefore furnishes no objection to the view that Chaucer was married äs early äs 1366. Nor was Chaucer the only esquire whose wife was a member of the royal household. Three of his colleagues, according to the list of September l, 1369, were John Olney, Esmon Kose, and John Belvale.
3 ) Of these, the two former were married to ladies who were damoiselles at the same time äs Philippa Chaucer, 4 ) and the latter to a lady who was also ') 3 )
The circumstances of these grantees are a perfect parallel with those of Geoffrey and Philippa Chaucer, except in one respect. In these cases the annuities were granted to the husband and wife jointly, whereas Philippa Chaucer received a grant of 10 marks yearly in September, 1366, and Geoffrey Chaucer received another of 20 marks yearly in June, 1367. 4 ) From this it might be argued that Geoffrey and Philippa were not married äs early äs 1366. But the facts are equally consistent with a different Interpretation. It is quite possible ') that Geoffrey Chaucer was not a member of the royal household in September, 1366, when Philippa received her grant of an annuity. In view of the fact that Chaucer's name does not appear in the household account ending 31 January, 1367, *) the possibility just stated becomes, I think, a fairly strong probability.
. Cliancer's Lease of the Mansion over Aldgate. On 10 May, 1374, the mayor, aldermen, and commonalty of the City of London granted to Chaucer, for life, the premises described äs "totam mansionem supra portam de Algate, cum domibus superedificatis et quodam celario subtus eandem portam, in parte australi eiusdem porte, cum suis pertinenciisV) We do not know why this grant was made to Chaucer, for the document from which I have quoted records merely the fact of the grant and the terms on which it was given. It may therefore be useful to call attention to certain leases made, during Chaucer's lifetime, of mansions situated over the other gates of the City. These leases will at least prove that the privilege Chaucer received was not an extraordinary one, and they may also suggest to us the grounds upon which he obtained it.
On 27 October, 1375, a mansion over the gate of Aldersgate, with gardens adjacent, was granted to Ralph Strode, the Common Pleader of the City, to be held by him äs long äs he remained in office, 3 ) and on 15 September, 1378, l ) Ibid., pp. 158 f. Chancer'e name is absent also from the household account of 1361, ibid., p. 155, Mr. Kirk says, in hie Forewords to the Life· Records, p. xii, that the langnage of the patent of 20 June, 1367, "implies that Geoffrey had been in the kiug's Service for some years". Bnt in fact we can place no dependence npon the words " pro bono seruicio qnod dilectus vallectns noster Galfridus Chancer nobis impendit et impendet infntnrnm" äs an indication of the length of Service rendered by Chancer previous to the granting of the patent. For when Henry IV grants to Chancer an annuity of 40 marke, 13 Oct., 1399, the patent (Life-Mecords, p. 327) employs the same language äs was nsed in the patent of 1367 -"seruicio qnod dilectns Armiger noster Galfridus Chaucer nobis impendit et impendet" -altho Henry IV was then only in the second week of bis reign. 2 ) The term of their lease was the same äs before, äs long äs they should remain in office. The tenements over Ludgate were then granted "at the repeated request of the king" to John Beauchamp, the king's esquire, to be held by him during the pleasure of the mayor, aldermen, and commonalty of the City.
3 ) But afterwards, when it was ordained that a prison should be established in the houses over Ludgate, John Beauchamp petitioned that he might have the mansion and gardens over Aldersgate, and they were granted to him, Wircestre and Waleworth being allowed to hold the houses over Ludgate until it should be necessary to surrender them for the purpose of the prison. 4 ) On 23 May, 1386, the mansion over Aldersgate was granted to John Fekynham, the king's esquire, for life. 5 ) Some months later, on 4 October, 1386, the Common Council passed a resolution to the effect that thenceforth no grants should be made of the City gates, etc., but that they should remain in the hands of the City. 6 ) Notwithstanding this resolution, however, the mansion over Aldgate (formerly Chaucer's) It seems reasonable to assume that the records of 1369 and 1378 refer to the same person, for nothing would he more natural than that Chaucer should select äs one of bis attorneys a man who had been bis associate in the king's household. The Identification of the Richard Forster of 1386 with the king's esquire of 1369 is not certain, but I believe that it is correct. We know that Forster was not a City official and we know that a Richard Forster had been a member of the royal household. Therefore, since all the other known grantees are found to be either City officials or members of the household, it is a fair inference that this grantee is identical with the fonner king's esquire, It is impossible to prove either of these identifications, for there were at least three men of that name living in London during Chancer's lifetime. Books, Feet of Fines, and other documents, but they are not of much value for biographical purposes because it is impossible to determine which individual is referred to, except, of course, that records later than 13 Feh., 1382, must relate either to (2) or (3). It is fairly certaiii, however, that it was (2) who received the grant of the mansion over Aldgate in 1386, for the first clear mention of (3) occurs more than twenty years later.
It is only fair to say, in conclusion, that Chaucer is quite likely to have been acqnainted with Richard Forster, woolmonger, äs well äs with Richard Forster, esquire, and that it may have been the fonner whom he appointed äs bis attorney. It seems more likely, however, that it was the latter.
Serjeant of the Chamber, was granted, together with a pension of 100 s. a year, to John Blytone, late the mayor's esquire.*)
The facts set forth in the preceding paragraphs throw some light on Chaucer's grant. Most of the grantees -Ralph Strode, William Wircestre, Philip Waleworth, Nicolas Covelee, and John Blytone -were officials of the City. The others -John Beauchamp, John Fekynham, and Richard Forsterwere all (if I may assume the correctness of Forster's identification) esquires of the king. Since Chaucer was never a City official, 2 ) and cannot have obtained the grant on that ground, it seems reasonable to infer that he owed his mansion over Aldgate to the fact that he was one of the king's esquires.
IV. The Gecilia Chaumpaigne Episode.
It was suggested some years ago,.in a communication made by Mr. Floyd to Dr. Furnivall, that Cecilia Chaumpaigne belonged to the Pembrokeshire family of that name.
3 ) Walter Rye, on the other hand, suggested that she belonged to the Suffolk Chaumpaignes.
4 ) It is quite certain, however, that her father was a resident neither of Pembroke nor Suffolk, but was a London baker. This is proved by the data contained in his will, the abstract of which I quote below:
Chaumpeneys ( was (1) the "parva custuma" or "nova custuma",' originally prescribed by the Carta Mercatoria in 1303, which levied specific duties on certain kinds of merchandise and a duty of 3rf. in the pound on all other goods; 1 ) and (2) a subsidy, granted periodically by Parliament, which levied a duty of 2 s. on each tun of wine imported and a duty of 6 d. in the pound on all other goods exported or imported.
2 ) The term " parva custuma" was applied to both of these taxes.
3 ) Chaucer's appointment was to the Office concerned with the first of these taxes, the "nova custuma". This is proved by the following patent, dated 12 January, 1384:
Appointment ') Life-Becords, Docc. 155, 159, 160, 162, 167, 171, 182, 191, 198, 200. 2 ) Cdlendar of the Patent Bolls, 1377-1381, p. 5; äs bis patent is dated the first day of Richard's reigu it is likely to have been a reappointment. Oxwyk was Controller of the subsidy of 6 d. in the pound äs well äs the petty custom proper. He appears to haye been a citizen of London, by trade an apothecary (ibid., 1388-1392, p. 65; 1391-1396, p. 267) . ·) Ibid., 1377 Ibid., -1381 ) Ibid., p. 615. John Hyde, clerk, and John Hyde, chaplain, are mentioned in the Patent Rolls, 22 May, 1386 , and 25 March, 1390 (ibid., 1385 -1389 1388 -1392 Ibid., 1396 Ibid., -1399 . It would appear that Wolmersty did not actually receive the office, for the patent has the notation, " Vacated because nothing was done herein". 9 ) Ibid., p. 79. Preston was reappointed at the beginning of Henry IV's reign (ibid., 1399 IV's reign (ibid., -1401 , 12 October, 1399, and appears to have retained his office until 24 November, 1400, when Thoraas Straweston was appointed (ibid., p. 383). Straweston is no doubt identical with Thomas Strowston, appointed Controller of the petty custom on 10 October, 1399 (ibid., p. 11), and I believe that Thomas Stranston, appointed 17 February, 1397, äs above, is the same person. The patents for these Offices seldom or never name the person who is succeeded by the appointee, so that only a very long and laborious search would ensure one's findiug all the appointments to a given office. I have collected all the material to which the excellent Indexes of the calendars give a clue, and I believe the lists to be substantially complete. The patent of Hugh Martyn (ibid., 1388-1392, p. 334) grants to him, after he has been serving äs Controller of the petty custom for a year and a quarter without receiving any wages therefor, the usual wages u as received by William Leek, late Controller", but Ifind
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A mere inspection of the dates and names here listed suffices to show that Chaucer's tenure of the controllership of the custom and subsidy greatly exceeded that of the other Controllers during Richard's reign, and that bis tenure of the controllership of the petty custom was exceeded only by that of Robert Wolmersty, who (if we ignore the appointment of John Stranton, which did not take effect) served a few days longer than Chaucer. We see also that Chaucer was the only Controller who held the two Offices simultaneously. These facts, and especially bis long tenure of office, are good evidence (if any more be needed) of Chaucer's business ability. An examination of the patents for these appointments (or rather of the abstracts contained in the calendars) shows further that Chaucer was the only Controller of the petty custom in the port of London during Richard's reign whose patent provided that he might exercise the office either personally or by deputy. 1 ) Moreover, Chaucer's successors in the controllership of the custom and subsidy were all required by their patents to exercise the office in person, and I can find but one case in which one of bis successors received, subsequent to appointment, such permission to appoint a deputy äs Chaucer received in 1385. The date of this petition is readily fixed, for among the documents discovered of late years was one in which the deputy here applied for is actually named. The date is 1385, and Richard Baret was, I believe, the man who became Chaucer's " sufficient deputy ..." The Life-Eecords do not contain the document here referred to and I should he very glad to obtain Information in regard to it.
hides and wool-fells in the port of London, that äs he is one of the chamberlains of the Exchequer, he may execute the office of Controller aforesaid by deputy and remain chamberlain, notwithstanding Statutes to the contrary, provided that he be present at the former äs often äs he can attend.
By C.i) Chaucer's privilege of appointing a deputy seems, indeed, to have been a very unusual one, contrary to the settled practice of administering these controllerships, not merely in London but in the other ports äs well, 2 ) and the terms of the grant to Hermesthorpe show this very clearly. Moreover, the care that is taken to state the reasons that existed for granting the privilege to Hermesthorpe contrasts strongly with the absence of such Statement in Chaucer's grant. One suspects that the latter would have been more specific had the reasons for granting the privilege been of a similar kind in the two cases. Kirk wrote: It may be asserted, without fear of contradiction, that it was a most unusual thing for any man to surrender a pension, and for the king t o grant it to some one eise. Lands and tenements, or Offices, were frequently surrendered in this way, but not pensions. It is hard to teil whether Chaucer sold bis interest to Scalby, or whether it was intended that Scalby should act äs a trustee. The former would be an almost unheard-of proceeding, while the latter could hardly have been the case, äs the new grant was made to Scalby for the term of bis own life, and he was to receive payment at the Exchequer.
3 ) Mr. Kirk's opinion upon questions relating to the records is always to be received with the greatest respect, but in this case, äs I shall try to show, he appears to be in error.
The surrender of an annuity, with a request that it be granted to auother person, was by no means an extraordinary occurrence. I have found in the Patent Rolls of Richard ITs reign twenty-five cases analogous to the transfer of Chaucer's annuities to John Scalby, and I believe that an examination In a number of cases the records prove that the surrender and transfer operated to the advantage of the original grantee. Nicholas Rynenettes of Polayn received, 19 May, 1390, for life or untü further order, a grant of 201. a year from the issues of the City of London and county of Middlesex; upon his surrender of his letters patent the king granted him that sum for the life of Anne, his wife, 16 June, 1395. 3 ) Similarly, Perrine Whetteneye, one of the queen's ladies, surrendered her grant of 10 Z. a year, upon which it was granted again to herseif and her husband, Thomas Clanevowe, esquire of the king, in survivorship, 2 October, 1392. 4 ) In these two cases the original grantee was enabled to provide in this way for a surviving wife or husband; in other cases he was enabled, by the surrender and transfer of his annuity, to provide for a son. Master John Goderiche, King Edward's cook, had letters patent for a grant of 20 Z. yearly at the Exchequer; these were surrendered and cancelled because at his supplication King Richard granted these 201. to William, his son, for life, 3 April, 139l.
5
) Likewise, John de Burlegh, knight, surrendered his letters patent for 100 marks a year, and at his request that sum was granted to his son, John de Burlegh, for life, 25 October, 1378. *) ') Ibid., 1377 ') Ibid., -1381 ) Ibid., 1391-1396, p. 258. >) Ibid., 1388 Ibid., -1392 . *) Ibid., 1388 Ibid., -1392 1391 -1396 . >) Ibid., 1377 Ibid., -1381 1388 -1392 ) Ibid., 1377 Ibid., -1381 Moreover, the very language of some of these patente proves that the transfer was made in consequence of an arrangement of some kind between the original and the later grantee. For example: There was nothing irregulär about these transfers; if there had been, more pains would have been taken to conceal the nature of the transactiou. They were often made with the assent of the Council, and the following patent is a formal licence for such a transfer: 6 June, Licence for the lady de Mohun to demise to Thomas 1391. <j e p erc y the 1001 a year which she receives for her life from the sheriffs of London under letters patent of the king now surrendered, and grant thereof to the said Thomas for bis life. By p. s.
The documents that have been quoted above prove beyond all reasonable doubt that Chaucer assigned bis annuity to John Scalby in accordance with a common practice of the time, and it is unnecessary to quote more examples.
3 ) But while I agree with the critics cited above in believing that Chaucer sold his annuity to Scalby, I am not able to assent to their theory that poverty obliged him to make the transfer. 4 ) Poverty, of course, is not the only motive a man may have for capitalising a portion of his income, and such evidence
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as we have is against the theory that Chaucer was in need in May, 1388. We know that he was in very good circumstances in April, 1391, for at that time he lent to the king's works the large sum of £ 66 13 s. 4 d., 1 ) a sum greater than the whole of his accrued salary as clerk of the works, from the date of his appointment to the date of the loan. This fact establishes a presumption against the theory that Chaucer suffered financial distress in May, 1388.
)
TU. Geoffrey Chaucer, Clerk of the Hing's Works.
The following persons were appointed during Richard IFs reign to the office of clerk of the king's works:
John This list shows that Chaucer's tenure of the office, altho short, was not extraordinarily so. It therefore gives us no clue to the cause of Chaucer's supersession. What makes the list worth giving at all is the fact that we find upon identifying the other appointees that all of them were clerks of the king, and that Chaucer was the only >) Life-Records, Docc. 230, 249.
2 ) Kirk's view, that down to the beginning of 1398 there is no good reason for supposing that Chaucer was in pecuniary difficulties (Life-Records, p. xlvii) is certainly sound. That the poet was not badly off in 1394 may be inferred from the fact that he had at that time, according to the testimony of the God of Love, a library of sixty books, which was a very considerable collection for a mediaeval scholar (Prologue to L. G. W., A 273 f.). 
